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DHARMAKIRTI ON THE DISTINCTION BETWEEN
SVARTHANUMANA AND PARARTHANUMANA

In this paper, we intend to point out that Svi rth@num@na
and Par@rth@numana are not two different species of Anumana,
as it seems to be claimed by Naiy@yikas. Rather, the claim of
the Buddhists that it is an aspectival distinction of Anumdna
seems to be more respectable. The Buddhists seem, further to
be right in holding a view that Sv@rth@numana alone could be
considered to be cpistemic condition of Aruma@na.

Although number of interesting problems arise with reference
to the distinction between Sv@rth@numana and Para@rth@dnumana,
1 wish to cdeal only with three of them in what follows :

In the first section, we deal with the question of the need
and necessity of making the distinction under consideration. The
second section discusses briefly the manner in which the distinc-
tion should be made. while the last section hopes to give a clue
to understand the implications of the distinction. An exercise
of this kind, we hope, would enable us to interpret and under-
stand the distinction between Sv@rth@numdna and Pard@rthanu-
mana appropriately.

Section I : A Need to Distinguish :

Very often one is misled by the view that Sva@ rth@numina —
Para@rth@numdna classification of Anuméina is based on the
genuinely distinct kinds of it. For, it is argued that, prima facie,
Svarthanumana means inference for oneself, whereas Parar-
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th@num@na means inference for others.’ In other words, here
Anumé@na is sought to be classified depending upon the person
for whose convenience it is employed. However, there seems to
be another aspect also connected with the classification under
consideration, It is held that when some inference is put before
me by someone else, the cognition or comprehension 1 get
through it is qualitatively different from the one I get on the
basis of my own inference. The difference between the two
cognitions arises because in one case I am myself involved in
the process of inferring, whereas in the other the inferentiay
process is carried out by someone ¢lse and a full-fledged argu-
ment is put before me which enables me to comprehend. * Thus,
the distinction between Sv@rth@numdna and Par@rth@num@na
seems to be embeded in the distinction between two kinds of
cognitions — direct and indirect — held to be made available in-
ferentially, and this seems to be something analogous to a claim
with regard to Praryaksa through which perceptual cognition
becomes available either via Sannikarsa or Pratya@satti (i. e.
according as whether the perception involved is Laukika or
Alaukika ) .?

Secondly, the difference between Svarth@numdna and Pard@r-
thanum@na is sought to be explained differently saying whereas
the latter is expressed in language, the former is not. That is,
whereas in the former, cognition is without communication, in
the latter, it is mediated with linguistic modes of communication,
although in both communicability of the cognition under consi-
deration should not be sacrificed or ruled out. In that case,
while in Sv@rth@num@na the cognition, although communicable
would be uncommunicated, in Par@ril@numana it would be
communicated.* Further, holding Par@rth@numdna to be primary
and emphasising communicative aspect of it, it 1s held that
S'artl@numdna is an abstraction from Pardrthnnumdna,® and
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hence is secondary to it. Emphasising the communicative aspect
of Auumé@na Naiyayikas seem to put forth another basis of
distinguishing between the two.

Before we start critically evaluating these claims it is essential
to point out that on the Buddhist side the distinction between
Sva@rthanumana and Par@rth@num@na is made quite clearly by
Dharmakirti, perhaps, for the first time. Though Diflinzga in
his pram@na—samuccaya seems to have pioneered the distinction
and has devoted two separate chapters to their treatment, yet on
deeper analysis one can find that the difference between Sva@r-
th@numana and Par@rth@num@na was not perhaps sufficiently
clear to him. For, by Sv@rth@numi@na he meins an Anumana
without Vyapti, while Par@rth@numana is the one with Vy@pti.
However, cone finds it extremely hard to understand how Anu-
mang could be classified into those which have and which do
not have vyapti. This classificution of Anum@na seems to be
as unacceplable as Aristotle’s classification of living beings into
those which have and which do not have blood in their body is
unacceptab.c. The moral to be learnt is that mere dichotomous-
ness of classification does not in itself make it acceptable. Fur-
ther, what precisely is supposed to be the Fya@pti? Is it an
Avayava of Anum@na, something substitutable for Paksadhar-
mataor an independent regulative principle of Arum@na ? In
addition, what sort of Anumd@na would it be if it lacks, Vyapti ?
Both Vyapri and Pgksadharmat@ are acknowledged to be deter-
miners of inferential cognition, and hence one being replaced by
another is out of question. The moment one begins to consider
such questions seriously, it is noticed that Diflnaga’s treatment
of Anumé@na does not seem to be backed by appropriate metho-
dological perspective. Dharmakirti, on the other hand, appears
to be more clear with regard to such questions. Engagement
with “nuances of Dinnaga — Dharmakirti controversy and its
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consequences not being our present concern, leaving it aside, we
briefly state Dharmakirti’s views regarding Anumdna,

Further, it needs to be kept in mind that Sva@rthZnumana —
Pararthanumana classification of Anum@na seems to have been
adopted by Naiy@yikas at a very late chronological stage of
their thought. Leaving that aside for the moment, while under-
standing these two terms, people generally confuse between their
meanings and interpretations given to them by adherents of
different schools of philosophical thought, and ignoring dif-
ferences between them they seem to argue that what they mean
is the same.® This sort of attitude seems to make confusion
further worse confounded.

Given the two — above mentioned contentions of Naiy@yikas,
they need perhaps to be looked into little more critically, In so
doing, we may be in a position to unearth some confusion
Naiy@yikas perhaps were labouring under. They seem to have
not paid enough attention to the distinction between conditions
which need to be satisfied if Anumd@na is to stand at all, and
those which need to be fulfilled for its being communmicated.
Further, if Anum@na is to be understood as a different mode of
cognition than that of perception, then the differential sorts of
epistemic conditions which need to be satisfied would have also
to be carefully looked into. Instead of this, excessive, if not
exclusive, concentration upon communicative aspect of Anumd@na
is likely to distract us from our principal epistemic concern.

According to Dharmakijrti, on the other hand, it is essential
to tackle issues and problems connected with Anumdna in the
framework of Auumdna alone. For their treatment and resolution,
according to him, appropriate methodological considerations
cannot be ignored to be looked into. He seems to be right in
holding that while dealing with certain problems, it is necessary
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to pay attention to the context in which they arise, so that we
do not treat them wrongly. On this background, as we shall
see later, it should not be difficult to understand the way he
distinguishes between. Svarth@num@na and Pararth@numana.
Prior to it, however, let us critically evaluate the two contentions,
mentioned earlier, of Naiyayikas. In this we shall take up the
second contention first.

Even Dharmakirti should have no compunction to accept that
while Par@rth@num@na is verbalised, Sv@rth@num@na is not ver-
balised.* However, merely on this ground he would not accept
classification of Anumd@na bused on this. For, both are
equally important epistemologically, and they give rise to the
same kind of cognition, The inferential cognition, thus, they give
rise to being the same, it becomes redundant to consider whe-
ther it is verbalised or not. The general nature and form of the
cognition under consideration being the same it is purposeless
to classify it.* Rather, a classification of Anumd@na upon such a
basis would, according to him, be more confusing. Moreover,
it does not seem to be backed by any appropriate methodological
perspective, as it is seen to be revolving merely around verbali-
zation or non-verbalization issue. Hence, to claim that Anum@na
has two aspects, non-verbalised and verbalised, is one thing,
while to hold that they are two distinct kinds of Anumina is
quite another. Two aspects of Anumid@nn could not be said to be
presenting two distinct kinds of it. Thus, aspectival view of
Anum@na would not supply its classificatory foundation.

If not on the basis of verbalised -~ non-verbalised considera-
tion, vet, it may be argued that Anumd@na could perhaps be
classified properly depending either upon the person for whom
it is meant * or else upon the differential kinds of cognitions it
is alleged to give rise to. On the former count it could perhaps
be held that when I derive cognition from my own inference it is



182 MANGALA R. CHINCHORE

direct, while the one I derive from an inference communicated
to me by someone else is indirect. But according to Dharmakirti
this is erroneous. For, cognition derived from Anum@na .is
always Paroksa ( indirect ) and never Aparoksa (direct)."
Hence to claim that Sv@rth@numana-Par@rth@numdna  distinc-
tion is based on two distinct kinds of cognitions involved
must be held to be untenable according to him. There is -mo
way to classify inferential cognition into direct and indirect and
accordingly cennot be made basis of any vi.lblé classification of
Anum@na, Additionally, such a move has in it two further in-
herent consequences : one, it will lead to Pramd‘na—&m”iplava
which is unacceptable to Buddhists. And two, it would force us
to give up consideration of simplicity, not to talk of cur embrac-
ing a philosophically pseudo classification. Likcwise, it seems
equally erroneous to classify dnumd@na depending upon for whom
it is employed. For, the only difference that happens to be made
is that if I employ Anuma@na for myself it remains unverbalised,
while if I communicate it to someone else it has to be verbalised.
But this neither gives rise to differential cognition nor does it
supply any methodologically viable basis for classification of

Anuma@na. !

Thus, the distinction between Sv d@ri/@ienra and Parartha-
numd@na, whichever way it is understood, according to Dharma-
kirti, does not supply any viable basis of classification of Anumina
though it does bring forth two aspects of Anumdna. Anumdana,
whether Sv@t/@numana or Parprth@numdna, would - raise the
same kind of cognitive or certificatory issues, as the principal
kind of cognitior involved would be the same.

Instead of making aspects of Aaumd@na the basis of its classi-
fication, as Naiy@yikas seem to do, Dharmakirti ‘rightly seems
to look for classification of Anum@na elsewhere. Thus, for him
Anuma@na is pot simple and hence unclassifiable. But at the
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same time it is not aspectivally classifiable, as Naiy@yikas seem
to think. For appropriate classification of Anum@na, sccording
to Dharmakirti one has to look to the differential kinds of
forms of it rather than to different aspects of it. His classifica-
tion of Anum@na into Svabh@v@numdna, K&ry@numane and
Anupalabdhyanum@na seems to be classification of it in the
proper sense of the term. ' It is beyond the scope of this paper
to probe further into it.

Granted that Sva@rth@numana-Par@rih@num@na distinclion
of Auum@ua is classificatorily sterile, has this distinction no pur-
pose to serve 7 As we shall point out below it brings forth an
aspectival distinction concerning Anum@na which has important
implications, although none of them can be basis of any metho-
dologically viable classification of Anumdana.

Section II- The Distinction Itself :

Amim@na  as a distinct mode of cognition, as compared with
perception, has a significant epistemological role to play.
Though the kind of cognition it leads to, generally, is the same,
the aspects of Anum@na are not the same. Further, a certain
kind of epistemic priority could be discerned with reference to
aspects of Anumdna and if it is not properly understood then
our understanding of it is more likely to be philosophically
misleading. The distinction between Svdrth@numana and ParG—
rth@numd@na needs to be understood aspectivally, according to
Dharmakirti, from this point of view. Earlier we saw that while
the former of them does not involve communication, the latter
does. Now, since the kind of cognition they make available is
essentially the same, communicative garb of it in Par@rth@nu-
mana could not be said to be determinative of the cognitive
role of Sv@rth@num@na. In fact, what is comprehended indepen-
dently of actual communication, ulthough indirectly, could be
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sought to be communicated. Hence, epistemological considerations
being primarily important, Svarthanuma@na alone becomes pri-
mary. It could be said to be the epistemic condition of Anumana.
In addition, constitutive conditions of Anumana like Paksa.
Sd@dhya and Hetu, or regulative conditions of Anumdna like
Vyipti and Paksadharmat@ would have to be fulfilled if it is to
stand at all, although bare fulfilment of the latter would not
lead to any cognition.'® The distinction between Sv@rth@numdna
and Pararth@num@na could perhaps be clarified saying that
while the former is Anum@na fashioned and formulated, the latter
is Anum@na that is articulated. That is, in the former Anuma@na
is entertained, on the ground of the fulfilment of the legitimate
conditions of its entertainment, while in the latter it (ie., an
already entertained argument) is presented in a linguistic garb e
The distinction between Svarth@numdna and Par@rth@numana
thus understood, may perhaps be clarified along an analogy of a
healthy young child in a natural condition on the one hand and
the same child dressed up on the other.

Even if the role of Anumana is sought to be understood not
merely cognitively but with a view to certifying knowledge—
claim on jts basis, then too primordiality of Sv@rth@numana
over Pard@rih@numana does not vanish. For, it is not mere
linguistic garb that makes inferential cognition certificatorily
viable, but rather its being well-founded, and its being so
well-founded must be satisfied on the level of Svdrth@numana
itself. Thus, even certification would necessarily presuppose
cognition and without cognition certificatory effort would be
blind. Further, while cognition without justification is possible,
justification without cognition is not feasible, and in the case
of Anum@na or inferential cognition too these two aspects need
to be distinguished, which in turn seem to focus on primordiality
of Svartl anumana.
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Secondly, epistemic aspect is predominant in Sv@rth@numana
while communicative aspect in Par@rth@numana. Without lan-
guage we cannot communicate, although without it we can
cognise. But what we communicate needs to be cognised first
Svarth@num@na gets priority in order of knowing as compared
to Par@rthdnum@na. For communicability is a pre—condition of
communication and not of cognition. Likewise, cognition does
not seem to require satisfaction of the condition of communica-
tion as a precondition of it, although what we cognise can
never be communicated unless it is communicable.

Thirdly while for Svarth@num@na a single individual is,
enough, there is no question of resorting to Pararth@num@na
unless there are at least two persons. Thus, while for Pard@rth@nu-
mana communicative or dialoguical situation is a pre—condition-
for Sv@rth@uum@na, Anumana being epistemically able to stand
at all is the requisite pre—condition that is required to be satis-
fied and not its being communicated. The dialoguical and non—
dialoguical contexts symbolised by Par&rth@num@na and Sv@r-
thinum@na respectively bring forth different aspects of Anumana,
though not different kinds of it. This shows that entertainment
of Anum@na in a non—dialoguical context is perfectly legitimate
and hence dialoguical context cannot, as understood by Naiy@yi-
kas, be held to be pre—condition of both communication and
entertainment of Anum@na. Naiy@yikas seem to model condi-
tions of entertainment of Anum@na upon those of its communica-
tion, and they being different, the two aspects of Anumd@na which
prompt it need to be distinguished. Hence, inference need not
necessarily imply fulfilment of the condition of dialoguical and
debating situation, and so to hold Par&rthantiman to be primary
seems to be a move that is methodogically difficult to sustain.

Incidentally, it is interesting and worthwhile to note that
Sv@rthd@num@na — Pard@rth@num@na distinction, of Anumana is



186 MANGALA R. CHINCHORE

parallel to the Nirvikalpa — Savikalpa distinction of Pratyasa,
Considered from the point of view of the minimum conditions
which are required to be fulfilled, Sv@rth@numdnain case of
Anumana and Nirvikalpa Pratyaksa in case of Pratyakga seem
to be epistemologically primary in their respective domains in
a similar way.

It is important to look into the implications of this distinction
for that would enable us to understand its philosophical worth.
It is to the consideration of it that we turn.

Section I[IT : Implications

Without bringing to the light, the pros and cons of the
distinction under consideration, the significance of it cannot be
judged and acknowledged. Granting that the distinction is
backed by methodological and epistemic considerations, its
important implications need to be brought to the foreground.
Though there are number of implications of it, we will concen-
trate on some important of them by way of a sample. For, to
understand the importance of anything, it is not necessary to
focus on each and every point, and it would be enough even if
some important of them are considered.

To start with, this distinction enables us to understand and
acknowledge the epistemic and methodological considerations
involved in the process of inferential cognition. Independently
of it we are likely to confuse between these two aspects of
Anum@na.

Secondly, it teaches us that aspectival distinction need not
necessarily supply us a warrantable classificatory clue, and that
for legitimate classificatian of Anumdna we may have to look
elsewhere. This insight of Dharmakirti is important both episte-
mologically as well as methodologically.
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Thirdly, it teaches us that to bring in the distinction between
direct and indirect cognition within the fold of Anum@na destroys
the very basis of the distinction between perceptual and inferen-
tial cognition. The retention of aspectival distinction between
them, at the same time, saves us from falling a prey to the
doctrine of Pram@na-Samplava, a weak point with Ny@ya phi-
losophers.

Fourthly, it teaches us that although inferential cognition
would have to satisfy the condition of communicability, commu-
nicability in itself does not demand fulfilment of the condition
of dialogical situation for an argument being entertained at all.

Lastly, it seems to invite us to make two important distinc-
tions with reference to Anumd@na — (a) its epistemic conditions
and (b) its constitutive and regulative conditions, and that

it seems to seck us to guard ourselves from a temptation to
confuse between them.'
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NOTES

1. Anumanam dvividham, sv@rtham-pargrtham ca/ Tarka-samaraha;
Annambhatta ; Athalye and Bodas ( ed. } Bhandarkar Oriental Research
Institute : Poona, 1974, Section 45, p. 37 (Sec also Tarka-dipikd and
Nyitya-bodhini on it. )

See also,

Paksadharamatg pratipfdanena lasyopayogah pararthdnumane [ Svar-
thanumane tu... saz/bandheti / Udayanacarya, N. V. T. T. Parisuddhi,
L 1.5

2. Yaths parasamavatanumitikaranam ... yasmad iti  vyutpattirdrstavya/
Nyiiya-kosa, p. 477, or, Anumanam dvividham / Svartham parartham/
Svasyaivarthah prayojanam (anumitih ) yasmartat svartham parasya..
yasmattat parartham / Nyiiya-Kosa; Jhalakikar B. (ed.), Bhandarkar
Oriental Research Institute, Poona, 1978, p. 30,

See also,
Atham3 bhiivan parapratipidakgh, svapratipadaka...svarthin prati-
padayantah |/ Vacaspati Misra, Nyilya-Viirtika - T¥tparye-Tiki, 1. i, 32
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. Svarthanumitim dardayati | ... sannikargatkatham vyaptigrahah.... ..

tatparathanumanamiti tatcchabdenanvayah / Tarka-dipikii on Tarka-
samgraha, p. 38

See also,

Tad dvividham...yogipratyaksam, a-yogipratyaksam ceti / Bhasarvajaa
Ny#ya-Siura and Nydya-Bhusana on it — Tadevam pratyaksasya.....
sthiilarthagrahakamiti / pp. 100-104,

Tathahi svayameva bhiiyo darfanena...pancivayavavakyam prayunkte
tatpararthanumanam...pratipadyate | Tarka-samgraha, p. 37

See also,

Tat punardvividham - svartham parartham ceti/..... paropadegastu
pancavayavavikyam [ Bhasarvajna, Nyidya-Sira and Nyiiya-Bhiigana
on it ;

Anye tu bruvate. . .pararthanumanam bhavatiti / pp. 272-273.

. Tatra  paropadesinapeksam...pararthanumanam bhavatiti / Nyitya-

bhizsana; Bhasarvajna, yogindrinanda Swami (ed.) Sad-dargana-
prakasana — pratisthgna, Varanasi, 1968, p. 273,

. History of Indian Logic, Vidyabhnisana, Satischandra, p, 359. or

Buddhist Logic, Th. Stcherbatsky, Vol. I, p. 293,

Athanumanalaksane vaktavye.., laksanamasti [ Nydya-bindu-tika ;
Dharmottara; Shastri, C. 8. (ed.); Chowkhamba Sanskrit Series
Banaras, 1954, Ch, TI, p. 21,

Tallinge ca vipratipatiayah.....vyapto heturboddhavyah | Pramiina-

viirtika, Dharmakirti, Swami, Dwarikadas Shastri (ed.). Bauddha
Bharati Series, Varanasi, 1968, p. 257 (See also Manorathanandi’s
vriti on it),

Tatastayoh. ..prakprakirabhedah kathyata iti/ Nyiva-bindu-tikit, p. 21,

. Tatra svartham. , , tadanumanam [ Ny ya—bindu, Dharmakirti, Shastri,

D. 8. (ed.) (with Nydyva-bindu-rikd) p. 21.

. Tatra tayoh svarthapararthanumanayormadhye...tar svarthanumana-

" miti /| Nyidya-bindu-tiki, p. 21,

12

13,

14.

15,

Tat trirupatvam, tridhaivasah / Pramiana-virtika with Manoratha—
nandi's vrrti, p. 257.

Anumgznasya dve ange / Vyapti-paksadharmatasca iti [/ Hetu-bindu,
Dharmakirti; Malavaniya, Dalsukhbhai (ed.) Gaekwad Oriental
Series, Baroda, 1948, pp. 1-2. ( See also rikit and Aloka on it ).

Trirgpalingakhyanamiti, ....iti paramarthah /| Nydya-bindu-tikii,
Ch. I1, p. 46.
and
Triripalingagkhyanam . . . . praguktam /| Nyt va-bindu, Ch. 1T, p. 67.
( See also tik# on it )
I am grateful to Dr. M. P. Marathe for his important suggestions.
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